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», Plugging and abandoning the
adjacent residential well,

» Installing restriction signs,

¢ Inspecting caps and monitor wells,
and )

*, Mowing vegetation.

The RA analytical data indicated-a
significant decrease in residual
contaminant concentrations within the
unusable water bearmg zone. There
were no off-site ground’ water impacts.

F. Pre-Final Inspection Actzvmesv

" A pre-findl inspection was conducted
by EPA and LDEQ on October 29, 1997.
After the inspection, the following
activities were completed:

* Additional warning signs were
placed at the entrance gate;

¢ Perimeter fence at the northeast and
northwest corners and along the eastern
side of the Site was repaired; =

o, Perimeter fence was cleared of
major vegetation; and -

*, Séveral monitoring wells were
upgracled w1th installation of locks,
protective posts shroud, and concrete

ad.

P Following the completlon of these -
activities, an RA Report was. cornpleted
on December 12, 1997,

G. Pre11m1nary Close Out_Report

A preliminary close out report (PCOR)
was completed on January 12, 1998. The
PCOR states thatall RA field activities
have been completed and only LTRA
groundwater monitoring activities
associated with natural attenuation are
continuing. -

H. Long'; Term Remedial Action
Act1v1t1es (LTRA)

LTRA. ground water monitoring

activities continued following the

- completion of RA field activities. The
ground water monitoring data contained
within the RA Report, dated December
12,-1997; and the 1st Year Natural
Attenuation Report, dated September
1998, revealed:that residual
contaminants have decreased in
concentrations within the unusable
shallow water bearing zone since the
ERA.

L Final Close Out Report

The final close out report, completed
in August 1999, detailed that all Site
response actions, including the LTRA,
were acconiplished in accordance with
CERCLA and consistently with the NCP.
Since the Site did not have any RA
numerical goals, and data from the RA
and LTRA showed that natural
attenuation had been taking place, EPA
concluded that LTRA activities have
been completed and that ground water
monitoring and inspection activities

will continue through the operatlon and
maintenance stage.

Based on the completion of the
activities listed above, the EPA
concludes that responsible parties have
implemented all appropriate response
actions required and that the Site
should be deleted from the NPL.

J. Characterization of Risk

The EPA actions taken to prevent
overflow of a contaminated lagoon,
cleanup of a diesel fuel spill, and
capping a contaminated area at the Site
have limited the spread of contaminated
wastes, greatly lessened the potential for

~ exposure to contaminants at the Site,

and reduced environmental risk for
approximately 4,000 people living
within 3 miles of the Site. Continued
ground water monitoring at the Site will
provide data on the residual
contaminants’ natural attenuation
process within the unusable shallow
water bearing zone.

K. Community Involvement .

Public participation activities
required by CERCLA section 113(k), 42
U.S.C. 9613(k), and CERCLA section
117,42 U.S.C. 9617, have been satisfied.
Documents which the EPA relied on for
Site deletion from the NPL are available
to the public in the information
repositories.

V. Action

The EPA, with concurrence of the
State of Louisiana, has determined that
the Site poses no significant threat to
human health or the environment, and
all appropriate responses under
CERCLA at the Site have been
completed and that no further response
actions, other than O&M and five year
reviews, are necessary. Therefore, the
EPA is deleting this Site from the NPL.

Because the EPA considers this action
to be noncontroversial and routine, the

EPA is taking this action without prior

proposal. This direct final action will be
effective November 16, 1999, unless the
EPA receives significant adverse or
critical comments by October 18, 1999.
If significant adverse or critical
comments are received, the EPA will
publish a timely withdrawal of this
action in the Federal Register. _

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300

Environmental protection, Air
pollution control, Chemicals, Hazardous
substances, Hazardous waste,
Intergovernmental relations, Natural
resources, Penalties, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, Superfund,
Water pollution control, Water supply.

Dated: August 31, 1999.
Lynda F. Carroll,
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 6.
For the reasons set out in this
document, 40 CFR part 300 is amended
as follows:

PART 300—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 300
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1321(9)(2); 42 U.S.C.
9601-9657; E.O. 12777, 56 FR 54757, 3 CFR,
1991 Comp., p. 351; E.O. 12580, 52 FR 2923,
3 CFR, 1987 Comp., p. 193.

Appendix B‘—[Amended]

2. Table 1 of Appendlx B to Part 300
is amended by removing Dutchtown
Treatment Plant, Ascension Parish,.
Louisiana. ‘

[FR Doc. 99-24039 Filed 9-16-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-U

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 300

[FRL-6439-7] .

National Priorities List for Uncontrolled
Hazardous Waste Sites

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Comprehensive .
Environmental Response,

~ Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980

(“CERCLA” or “the Act”}), as amended,
requires that the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (“NCP”) include a list
of national priorities among the known
releases or threatened releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants throughout'the United
States. The National Priorities List
(“NPL”) constitutes this list. The NPL is
intended primarily to guide the
Environmental Protection Agency
("EPA” or “the Agency”) in determining
which sites warrant further
investigation to assess the nature and
extent of public health and
environmental risks associated with the
site and to determine what CERCLA-
financed remedial action(s), if any, may
be appropriate. This rule adds one new
site to the General Superfund Section of
the NPL. The site is the Pools Prairie
site in Neosho, Missouri.

EFFECTIVE DATE: The effective date for
this amendment to the NCP shall be
October 18, 1999.

ADDRESSES: For addresses for the
Headquarters and Regionat docket, as
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well as further details on what these
dockets contain, see Section1I,
“*Availability of Information to the
"Publi¢” in the SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION portion of this preamble.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Yolanda Singer, phone (703) 603-8835,
State, Tribal and Site Identification
Center, Office of Emergency and -
Remedial Response (mail code 5204G),
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street, SW, Washington, DC,
204860, or the Superfund Hotline, phone
(800) 424-9346 or (703) 412-9810 in the
Washlngton DC, metropolitan area.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMAT!ON:
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F. How Are Site Boundaries Defined?
G. How Are Sites Removed from the NPL?
H. Can Portions of Sites Be Deleted From
the NPL as They Are Cleaned Up?
I What Is the Construction Completion List
(CCLy?
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A. Can I Review the Documents Relevant
to This Final Rule?
B. What Documents Are Available for
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Order 12866 Review?
V. Unfunded Mandates
A. What Is the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act (UMRA)? .
B. Does UMRA Apply to This Final Rule’?
VL. Effects on Small Businesses
A. What Is the Regulatory Flexibility Act’7
B. Does the Regulatory Flexibility Act
Apply to This Final Rule? ‘
VII. Possible Changes to the Effective Date of
‘ the Rule ‘
‘A. Has This Rule Been Submitted to
Congress and the General Accountrng
" Office?
B. Could the Effective Date of This Fmal
Rule Change? .
C. What Could Cause the Effective Date of
This Rule to Change? ‘
VHI. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act
A. WhatIs the National Technology
Transfer and Advancement Act? .

- urgency of

B. Does the National Technology Transfer
- and Advancement Act Apply to Thls
Final Rule? ) K
IX. Executive Order, 12898 .
A. What is Executrve Order 12898'?
B. Daes Executrve Order 12898 Apply to
This Final Rule? ’
X. Executive Order 13045 e
A. WhatIs Executrve Order 13045? .
B. Does Executive Order 13045 Apply to
This-Final Rule? .. .
XL Paperwork Reduc’tlon Act .
A. What Is the Paperwork Reduction Act?
B. Does the Paperwork Reduction Act
Apply to Th]S Final Rule? =
XII. Execuuve Orders on Federahsm
' What Are The Executrve Order§on
Federalism and Are They Apphcable to
This FinalRule? - E
XIIL. Executwe Order 13084
What Is Execut1ve Order 13084 and Is Tt
Apphcable to this Fmal Rule’?

L Background
A. What Are CERCLA and SARA ?

In 1980, Congress énacted the
Comprehensrve Environmental -
Response, Compensatlon and L1ab111ty
Act 42 U.S.C. 9601-9675 (“CERCLA™ or

“the Act”), iny response to the' dangers of
uncontrolled releases of hazardous
substances. CERCLA was amended on
October 17, 1986, by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorlzauon Act
(“SARA™), Pubhc Law 99~ 499 100 Stat
1613 et seq.

B. What Is theNCP? 'f

To lmplement CERCLA EPA
promulgated the revised National Oil
and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (‘NCP"); 40 CFR part
300, on July, 16, 1982 (47 FR 31180},
pursuant to CERCLA section 105 and
Executive Order 12316 (46 FR 42237,
August 20,1981). The NCP sets -
guideline: and procedures for
responding to releases and threatened

) “releases of 'hazardouS substances

CERCLA. EPA has revrsed the NCP on
several occasrons ~Thi most recent

g der B
105(a) (8)(A) of C LA ‘the NCP also
mcludes crrten' or‘»determmmg
priorities a ong releases or threatened
releases’thr ughout the United States
for the purpose of takmg remedial
action and, 'to'the extent prdcticable,”
taking into account the-potential

such action for the purpose
of taking renjoval action.” (*“Removal”’
actions aré defmed broadly and'include
a wide. range of act1ons takento study, -

_clean’up; prevent or otherwise:address

releases and! rthreatened releases 42
U.S.C. 9601(23)) ‘ Y

C. What Is the National Priorities List
(NPL)?

The NPL is a list of national priorities
among the known or threatened releases
of hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants throughout the United
States. The list, which is appendix B of
the NCP (40 CFR part 300), was required
under section 105 (a) (8)(B) of CERCLA,
as amended by SARA. Section
105(a) (8)(B) defines the:NPL as a list of

“releases” and the highest;priority

“facilities’’ and requires that the NPL be
revised at.least annually. The NPL is_
intended primarily to guide EPA in
determining which sites warrant further
investigation to assess the nature and
extent of public health and
environmental risks associated with a
release of hazardous substances. The
NPL is only of limited significance,
however, as it does not assign liability
to any party or to the-owner of any
specific property. Neither does placing
a site on the NPL mean that any
remedial or removal action necessar1ly
need be taken.. ‘ -

For purposes of hstmg rthe NPL
includes two sections, one.of sites that
are generally evaluated and cleaned up
by EPA (the “General Superfund
Section”), and one of sites that are
owned or operated by other Federal
agencies (the * *Federali Fac111t1es
Section”). With respect to sites in the -
Federal Facilities Section, these sites are
generally being addressed by other
Federal agencres Under Executive
Order 12580 (52 FR 2923, January 29,
1987) and CERCLA: sé ion. 120, each
Federal agency is respon51ble for
carrying out. mast reSponse ‘actions at
facilities under its. jurlsdrctlon
custody, or control alh‘ohgh EPA is
responsible for prephring an HRS score
and determmlng whether the facility is

the lead agency, atf
Sectlon srtes and i

D. How Are Sites L1sted lon the NPL?

There are three mechanisms for .
placing sites on thé NPL for possible
remedial action (see\40 CFR 300.425(c)
of the NCP): (i1): Ars1te may be included
on the NPL ifit scores sufficiently high
on the Hazard Ranking'System (“HRS”),
which EPA promulgated as-appendix A
of the NCP (40 CFRipart 300). The HRS
serves as a streening device to evaluate
the relative potential of uncontrolled
hazardous substances o pose a threat to
human health or the environment. On
December; 14, 1990 (55 FR 51532), EPA
promulgatedvﬁrevmmns to the HRS partly
in response to CERCLA section 105(c),
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“added by SARA. The reViséd HRS
evaluates four pathways: ground water,
surface water, soil exposure, and air. As
a matter of Agency policy, those sites
that score 28.50 or greater on the HRS
are eligible for the NPL; (2) Each State
may designate a single site as its'top
priority to be listed on the NPL,
regardless of the HRS score. This -
mechanism, provided by the NCP at 40

" CFR 300.425(c)(2) requires that, to the
extent practicable, the NPL include
within the 100 highest priorities, one
facility designated by each State.
representing the greatest danger to
public health, welfare, or the
environment among known facilities in
the State (see 42 U.S.C. 9605(a) (8)(B));
(3) The third mechanism for listing,

. included in the NCP at 40 CFR

300.425(c)(3), allows certain sites to be
listed regardless of their HRS score, if
all of the following conditions are met:
. & The Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the -
U.S. Publi¢ Health Service has issued a
health advisory, that recommends
d1sSoc1at1on‘of individuals from the
release.

. EPA deterrnmes that the release
poses a significant threat to public
health. | .

e EPA’ ant1c1pates that it will be more
cost-effectiveto use its remedial
authorlty than to use its removal
authorlty to-respond to the release.

-EPA promuilgated an original NPL of
406 sites on September 8, 1983 (48 FR
40658). The NPL has been-expanded
since then, most recently on ]uly 22
1999 (64 FR 39878)

E. What Happens to Sztes on the NPL?

A site may undergo remed1a1 action
financed by the Trust Fund established
‘under CERCLA (commonly referred to
as the “'Superfund”) only after it is
. placed on theNPL, as provided in the

NCP at 40 CFR 300. 425(b)(1)
( ‘Remedial actions” are those
“consistent with permanent remedy,
taken instead of or in addition to
removal actions * * *.” 42 U.S.C.
9601 (24).) However, under 40 CFR -
+300.425(b) (2).placing a site on the NPL

“does not 1mp1y that monies will be

expended .EPA may pursue other
appropriate authorities to respond to the
releases, including enforcement action
under CERCLA and other laws.

F. HOW Are S1te Boundanes Defmed?

The NPL does not descrlbe releases in
precise geographical terms; it would be
neither feasible nor consistent with the
limited.purpose of the NPL (to identify
releases that are priorities for further
evaluation), for it to do so-

Although a :
broadly defined to 1nc1ude any area
where a hazardous substance release has
“come to be located” (CERCLA section
101(9)), the listing process itself is not
intended to define or reflect the
boundaries of such facilities or releases.
Of course, HRS data (if the HRS is used
to list a site) upon which the NPL
placement was based will, to some
extent, describe the release(s) at issue.
That is, the NPL site would include all
releases evaluated as part of that HRS
analysis.

When a site is listed, the approach
generally used to describe the relevant
release(s) is to delineate a geographical
area (usually the area within an
installation or plant boundaries) and
identify the site by reference to that -
area. As a legal matter, the site is not
coextensive with that area, and the
boundaries of the installation or plant
are not the “boundaries’ of the site.
Rather, the site consists of all
contaminated areas within the area used
to identify the site, as well as any other
location to which that contamination
has come to be located, or from which
that contamination came.

‘In other words, while geographic
terms are often used to designate the site
(e.g., the “Jones Co. plant site”’) in terms
of the property owned by a particular
party, the site properly understood is
not limited to that property (e.g., it may
extend beyond the property due to
contaminant migration), and conversely
may not occupy the full extent of the
property (e.g., where there are
uncontaminated parts of the identified
property, they may not be, strictly
speaking, part of the “site”’). The “site”
is thus neither equal to nor confined by
the boundaries of any specific property
that may give the site-its name, and the
name itself should not be read to imply
that this sité is coextensive with the
entire area within the. property
boundary of the installation or plant.
The precise nature and extent of the site
are typically not known at the time of
listing. Also, the site name is merely -
used to help identify the geographic
location of the contamination. For
example, the name “Jones Co. plant
site,” does not imply that the Jones
company is responsible for the
contamination located on the plant site.

EPA regulations provide that the

“nature and extent of the threat
presented by a release’ will be
determined by a remedial investigation/

feasibility study (RI/FS) as more

information is developed on site
contamination (40 CFR 300.5). During
the RI/FS process, the release may be
found to be larger or smaller than. was
originally thought, as more is learned.

about the source(s) and the migration.of
the contamination. However, this
inquiry focuses on an evaluation of the
threat posed; the boundaries of the
release need not be exactly defined.
Moreover, it generally is impossible to

‘discover the full extent of where the

contamination ““has come to be located”
before all necessary studies and
remedial work are completed at a site.
Indeed, the known boundaries of the ‘
contamination can be expected to"
change over time. Thus, in most cases,
it:may be impossible to describe the
boundaries of a release with absolute
certainty. ' _. '

‘Further, as noted above, NPL listing
does not assign liability to any party or
to the owner of any specific property.
Thus, if a party does riot believe it is.
liable for releases on discrete parcels of
property, supporting information can be
submitted to:the Agency at any time
after a party receives-notice it'is a
potentially respons1ble party.

For these reasons, the NPL need not
be amended as further research reveals
more information about the location of

the contamination or release.

G. How Are Srtes Removed From the
NPL? T

EPA may delete sites from the NPL.
where no further response is .
appropriate under Superfund, as
explained in the NCP at 40 CFR-
300.425{g). This section also provides
that EPA shall consult with states on
proposed deletions and shall consider
whether any of the following criteria .-
have been met:

@ Respon51b1e parties or other
persons have implemented all
appropriate response actions required;

‘(i) All appropriate Superfund- -
financed response has been
implemented and no further response
action is required; or -

(iii) The remedial 1nvest1gat10n has
shown the rélease poses no’ s1gn1f1cant
threat to pul?hc health or the - o
environment, and taking of remedial
measures is-not appropriate.

As of September 1, 1999, the Agency
has deleted 187 sites from the NPL..

H. Can Portions of Sites be Deleted -
From the NPL as They Are Cleaned Up?

In November 1995, EPA initiated a
new policy to delete portions of NPL
sites where cleanup is complete (60 FR
55465, November 1, 1995). Total site
cleanup may take many years, while
portions of the site may have been
cleaned up and available for productlve
use. As of September 1, 1999, EPA has
deleted portlons of 16 sites.
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I What Is the Construction Completion
‘List (CCL)?

EPA also has developed an NPL
construction completion list (“CCL”) to
simplify its system of categorizing sites
and to better communicate the
successful completion of cleanup
activities.(58 FR 12142, March 2, 1993).
Inclusion of a site on the CCL has no.
legal significance.

Sites qualify for the CCL when: (1)
Any necessary physical construction is
- complete, whether or not final cleanup
levels or other requirements have been
achieved; (2) EPA has determinedthat
the response action’ should be limited to
measures that do not involve - :
construction (e.g., institutional .
controls); or (3) the site quahfres for
deletion from the NPL. :

Of the 187 sites that have been *
deleted from the NPL, 178 sites were
deleted because they have been cleaned
up (the other 9 sites were'deleted based
on deferral to other authorities and are
not considered cleaned up): As of'
September 1, 1999, theie are a total of
613 sites on the CCL. This total includes
the 178 deleted sites. For the most up-
to-date information on the CCL, see-
EPA’s Internet site at http://
WWW.epa.gov/ superfund/

IL. Availability ¢ of Informatlon to the
Public

A.CanlI RevieW the Documents
Relevant to This Final Rule?

Yes, documents relating to the ~
evalliation and scoring of the site in this
final rule are contained iri dockets
located both at EPA'Headquarters and in
the EPA Region 7 offrce

B. What Documents Are A Va1]ab]e for
" Review at the Headquarters . Docket?

The Headquarters docket for this rule
contains HRS score sheets, the
Documentation Record describing the
information used to compute the score,
pertinent information regarding
_ statutory requirements;or EPA listing
policies that affect the site, and a list of
documents referenced in the
Doctimentation Record. The
Headquarters docket also contains
comments received, and the Agency’s
' responses to those comments. The
Agency s responses are contained in the

“*Support Documerit for the Revised
National Priorities Lrst Flnal Rule—
Pools Prairie, September 1999 ‘

C. What Documents Are Avazlable for
Review at the Regional Docket?

The Region 7 docket contains all the
information in the Headquarters docket,
plus the actual referénce documents
containing the data principally relied

a
3

upon by EPA in calculatlng or -
evaluatlng the-HRS score for the site.
These reference documents are available
only in the Reglon 7 docket.

D. How Do J Access the. Documents?

You may view the documents by -
appomtment only, after the pubhcat_ton
of this document The hours of
operation fort
are from'9 a(m

to 4 p m., Monday
through' Frrday excludmg Federal
holidays. Please contact the Reglon 7
docket for 1ts hours' ‘

CERCLA Docket Off1
#1, 1st Floor 1235 ] rson Davis -
nghway Arhngto‘ Al 703/ 603 8917.
The contact: 1nformatlon for the

Region 7 dockets is as-follaws: Carole
Long, Region7 (IA ‘KS MO, NE}, U.S.

CryStaI Gateway

- EPA, 901 North: 5th Street; Kansas City,

KS 66101; 913/551

E. How Can T Ob
NPL'Sites? "+

You may obtaln a current hst of NPL
sites via the Internet at http://
www.epa.gov/superfund/«(look under
site information category) or by
contacting'the Superfund Docket (see
contact; 1nformatlon above)

m List of

A Addztzon to theNPL X

This flnal rule adds one site to the

NPL (to the General Superfund Section -

of the NPL) The s1te is the Pools Prarrre
51te located 1n Ne sho, Mlssoun -

B. Status of NPL

Wrth the one new srte added in
today’ srule the NPL now contains
1,225 sites (1,067 in the General
Superfund section and 158 inthe .
FederaIFacrl' s Section

There aren w—58 sites proposed and
awaiting final agency. action; 52 in the.
General: Superfund séction and 6 in the
Federal Fac1ht1es section. Final and .
proposed’ s1te now total 1 283.

C. What'Did EPA Do With i tie Public
Comments It ece1ved7 P '

EPA. rev1ewed ’all comments recelved
on the Pools Praiiie site in this rule. The
31te was propOSed on ]anuany 19 1999

Pools Prairie, September 1999

IV. Executive Order 12866
A. What Is Executwe Order 1 2866’?

Under Executrve Order 12866, (58 FR
51735 (October 4, 1993)). the Agency
must determme whether a regulatory
action is “‘significant” and therefore
subject to OMB review and the
requirements of the Executive Order.
The Order defines * ‘significant ‘
regulatory action’ as one that is likely
to result in a rule that may: (1) Have an
annual effect on'the economy of $100 -
million or more or adversely affect in a
material way the economy, a sector of
the economy, productivity, competition,
jobs, the environment, public health or
safety, or State, local, or fribal’
governments or comrmunities; (2) create
a serious inconsistency or otherwise
interfere with an action taken or
planned by another agency; (3)
materially alter the budgetary impact of
entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan
programs, or the rights-and obhgatrons of
recipients thereof; or (4).raise novel
legal or policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President’s priorities, or
the principles. set forth in: the Executrve
Order. . . - S

B. Is This Fma] Rule S ubject to
Executive Order 1 2866 RevreW?

No, the Ofﬁce of Management and
Budget (OMB}): has exempted this
regulatory action from Executlve Order
12866 review..

V. Unfunded Mandates

A. What Is thé UnfundedMandates B
Reform Act (UMRA)'? :

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA) Public
Law 104-4, estabhshes reéquirements for
Federal Agencies to assess the effects of
their regulatory actlons on State, local,
and tribal" ngernme : -‘and the private
sector. Undensection; 202 of the UMRA,
EPA generally mus Jrepare-a written
statement, in¢luding a cost-benefit
ana1y31s for}p‘roposed and final rules
with “Fedetal mandates that may -
result in expend1tu s by State, local,
and tribal goyernrn iin the aggregate,
or by the private se
or more in! atriy on¢ yéar. Before EPA

: promulgates a rulé for which a written

alternatlves and
‘ most cost-

1at ach1eves the objectives
2 ’rf Jhe provmsmns of section
1

of the rule
205 do not | apply when they are
1ncon51stent withia rapplicable law.

Moreover, section: '205 allows EPA to
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adopt an alternative ottigi than the least
costly, most cost-effective, or least

. burdensome alternative if the .

Administrator publishes with the final
rule an explanation why that alternative
was not adopted. Before EPA establishes
any regulatory requirements that may
significantly or uniquely affect small
governments, including tribal
governments, it must have developed

under section 203 of the UMRA a small -

government agency plan. The planrmust
provide for notifying potentially
affected small governments, enabling
officials of affected small governments
to have meaningful and timely input in
the development of EPA regulatory
proposals with significant Federal
intergovernmental mandates, and
informing, educating, and advising
small governments on compliance with
the regulatory requirements

B. Does UMRA App]y to This Final
Rule? -

'No, EPA has determmed that this rule
does not contain a Federal mandate that

.may result in expenditures of $100

million or more for State, local, and
tribdl governments : 1r1 the aggregate, or
by the private sector'in any one year.

_This rule will not 1mpose any federal
- 1ntergovernmenta1 mandate because it

imposes no enforceable duty upon State,
tribal or local governments Listing a
site ori the NPL does not itself i impose
any costs. Listing does not mean that
EPA necessarily will undertake.
remedial action. Nor does listing require

_any action by a private party or

determine liability for response costs.
Costs that arise out of site responses
result from site- spec1f1c decisions .
regarding what actions to take, not.
directly frorn the act of hstmg a site on
the NPL.+

For the same reasons, EPA also has

Adetermmed that this rule contains no

regulatory requirements that might
51gn1f1cantly or uniquely affect small
governments In addition, as discussed
above, the: prwate sector’ i$ not expected
to incur costs exceedmg $100 million.
EPA has fulfilled the requirement for
analysis under the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act

VL. Effect on Small Businesses ‘

" A. What Is the Regu]atozy FIeX1b1]11y

Act?

Pursuant to the Regulatory FIeX1b111ty
Act (5. U.S.C. 601 et seq., as amended by
the Small Busmess Regulatory .
Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA) of

'1996) whenever an agency is requlred to

publish amnotice of rulemaking for any
proposed orfinal rule, it must prepare
and make available for public comment

a regulator§1 ﬂex1b111t§f‘
describes the effect of the rule on small
entities (i.e., small businesses, small
.organizations, and small governmental
jurisdictions). However, no regulatory
flexibility analysis is required if the
head of an agency certifies the rule will
not have a significant economic impact
on a substantial number of small
entities. SBREFA amended the

'Regulatory Flexibility Act to require

Federal agencies to provide a statement
of the factual basis for certifying that a
rule will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. ,

B. Does the Regulatory Flexibility Act
Apply to This Final Rule?

No. While this rule revises the NPL,
an NPL revision is not a typical
regulatory change since it does not
automatically impose costs. As stated’
above, adding sites to the NPL does not
in itself require any action by any party,
nor does it determine the liability of any
party for the cost of cleanup at the site.
Further, no identifiable groups are
affected as a whole. As a consequence,
impacts on any group are hard to
predict. A site’s inclusion on the NPL
could increase the likelihood of adverse
impacts on responsible parties (in the
form of cleanup costs), but at this time
EPA cannot identify the potentially
affected businesses or estimate the
number of small businesses that might

, also be affected.

The Agency does expect that placing
the site in this rule on the NPL could
significantly affect certain industries, or
firms within industries, that have
caused a proportionately high
percentage of waste site problems.
However, EPA does not expect the
listing of this site to have a significant
econormic impact on a substantial
number of small businesses.

In any case, economic impacts would
occur only through enforcement and
cost-recovery actions, which EPA takes
at its discretion on a site-by-site basis.
EPA considers many factors when
determining enforcement actions,
including not only a firm’s contribution
to the problem, but also its ability to
pay. The impacts (from cost recovery)
on small governments and nonprofit
organizations would be determined on a
similar case-by-case basis.

For the foregoing reasons, I hereby
certify that this rule, if promulgated,
will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. Therefore, this regulation does
not require a regulatory flexibility
analysis.

VII. Possible Changes to the Effective
Date of the Rule

A. Has This Rule Been Submitted to
Congress and the General Ac‘countmg
Office?

The Congressional Review Act, 5
U.S.C. 801 et seq., as added by the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides
that before a rule may take effect, the
agency promulgating the rule must
submit a rule report, which includes a
copy of the rule, to each House of the
Congress and to the Comptroller General
of the United States. EPA has submitted
a report contammg this rule and other
required information to the U.S. Senate,
the U.S. House of Representatives, and
the Comptroller General of the United
States prior to pub11cat1on of the rule in
the Federal Register. A “major rule”
cannot take effect until 60 days after it
is published in the Federal Register.
This rule is not a “‘major rule” as
defined by 5 U.S.C. 804(2). .

B. Could the Effective Date of This Final
Rule Change? . :

Provisions of the Congressmnal o
Review Act (CRA) or section 305 of
CERCLA may alter the effective date of
this regulation.

Under the CRA, 5 U.S. C 801(a)
before a rule can take effect the federal
agency promulgating the rule must
submit a report to each House of the
Congress and to the Comptroller
General. This report must contain a
copy of the rule, a concise general
statement relatmg to the rule {including
whether it is a major rule), a copy of the
cost- beneﬁt analysis of the rule (if any),
the agency ’s actions relevant to
provisions of the Regulatory Flex1b111ty
Act (affecting small businesses) and the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(describinig unfunided federal

. requirements imposed ‘on state and local

governments and the private sector),
and any other relevant information or
requirements and any releVant
Executive Orders.

EPA has submitted a report under the
CRA for this rule. The rule will take
effect, as provided by law, within 30
days of puplication of this document,
since it is not a major rule. Section
804(2) defines a:major rule as any rule
that the Administrator of the Office of.
Information and Regulatory Affairs -
(OIRA) of the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) finds has resulted in or
is likely to result in: an annual effect on
the economy of $100,000,000 or more; a
major increase in.costs or prices fo\rzr
consumers, individual industries,
Federal, State, or local government
agencies, or geographic regions; or
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significant adverse effects on -
competition, employment, investment,
productivity, innovation, or on the
ability of United States-based ‘
enterprises to compete with foreign--
based enterprises in domestic and-
export markets. NPL listing is not a
major rule because, as explained above,
the listing, itself, imposes no monetary
costs on any person. It establishes no
.enforceable duties,.does not establish
that EPA necessarily will undertake
, remed1a1 action, nor does it require any
action by any party or determine its
liability for site response costs. Costs
' that arise out of site respanses result
from site-by-site decisions about what
actions to take, not directly from the act
of listing itself. Section 801(a)(3)
provides for a delay in the effective date
of major rules after this report is .
submitted. vy

C. What Could Cause the Effectlve Date
of This Rule to Change? "

Under 5 U.S.C. 801 (b}(1) a rule shall
not take effect, or continue in‘effect, if
Congress enacts (and the President
signs) a joint resolution of dlsapproval
described under section 802. 5

Another statutory provision.that may
affect this rule is CERCLA section 305,
which provides for a legislative veto of
regulations promulgated under ;-
CERCLA. Although INSv. Chadha, 462
U.S. 919,103 S. Ct. 2764 (1983)-and Bd.
of Regents of the University.of .
Washington v. EPA, 86 F.3d 1214, 1222

_(D.C. Cir. 1996) cast the validity of the
legislative veto into question, EPA has
transmitted a copy. of this regulation to
the Secretary of the Senate and, ithe Clerk
of the House of Representatwes

"If action by Congress under either the
CRA or CERCLA section 305 calls.the
effective date of this, regulanon into
question, EPA will publish axdocument
of clarification in the Federal Register.

VIIIL National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act " b

A. What Is the Nanonal Technology
Transfer and Advarnicement Act?

Section 12(d) of the'National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act of 1995 (NTTAA), Publi¢ Law 104~
113, section 12(d) (15]U.S.C!'272 note),
directs EPA to use vquntary\t:onsensus
standards in its regulatory activities
unless to do'so would be. 1ncons1stent
with applicable law or otherivise -
impractical. Voluntary consénsus
standards are technical standards (e.g.
materidls specificationis, test methods,
sampling procedures and bus1ness ‘
practices) that are developed or adopted
by voluntary consénsus standards -
bodies. The NTTAA directs EPA to

provide’ Congress through OMB,
explanations when the Agency dec1des
not to use avallable and applicable -
voluntary consensus standards

B. Does the Nauanal Techno]ogy
Transfer and Advancemerit Act App]y
to This Final Rule? . ..,

No. This rulemakmg does not'involve
technical standards. Therefore, EPA did
not consider the use of any voluntary
consensus standards

IX. Executlve Order 12898

A. What Is Execuave Order 128987

‘Under «Executlve Order 12898,

“Federal Actions to Address’
Environmental Just1ce in M1nor1ty
Poptilations ‘and Low Income '
Populatrons‘ .as well as'through EPA’s
April 1995, Env1ronmenta1 Justice
Strategy; OSWER Envrronmental Justrce
Task Force Action Agenda Report,”-and
National Environmental Justice -
Adv1sory Councrl, EPA has undertaken
to incorporate en "ronmental justice
into its-policies an programs EPAis
committed 6 ‘addi g environmental
{ assuming a
vironmenital justice
énvironmental -
ts of the United -
goals are to ensure

d1sproport1onate :ct‘ on children. If

‘the regulatory actlon ‘meets both criteria, * t
‘ ’ concerhs, any written communicatioris

the Agency must luate the'
env1ronmental e
the planned rules n children, and-

explain why the planned regulation is

h of safety effects of

preferable to other potentially effective
and reasonably feasible alternatives
cons1dered by the Agency

B. Does Executive Order I 3045 Apply to
This Final Rule?

Thisrule is not subject to E O 13045
because it i not'an economically-
significant rule as defined by E.O.

12866, and because the Agency does not
have reason to believe'the
environmentat health or safety risks -
addressed by this section presenta
dlsproportlonate risK to children.

XI. Paperwork Reductlon Act

A. WhatIs the Paperwork Reduct1on
Act? - .

According to the Paperwork ‘ ‘
Reductlon Act’ (PRA) 441.SiC. 3501 et
seq.,'an agency may not conductor
sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to a collection of information
that requires OMB apprpval under the
PRA, unless it l’xas been approved by
OMB and drsplays a currently valid
OMB control number T.‘he OMB control

related to thlS ac thl’l have already beén
approved by OMB pursuant to the PRA
cantrol. number 2070—0012
(EPA'ICR No 57 4y a

B. Does the Paperwork Reduction Act
Apply to This Final.Rule?

No. EPA has determined that the PRA
does not apply because this rule does
not contain any mformat1on collectionr
requ1rements that reqmre approval of -
the OMB.

X11. Executlve Orders onF ederallsm ;

What Are The Executive Ordersion
Federalism and Are ‘They App.hcab]e to
This Final RuIe? e

Under Executwe Order 12875, EPA
may not issue a regulauon that is not
required by statute and that creates a

mandate upon a State, local or tribal
govemment unless the Federal
government provides the funds
necessary to pay the direct compliance
costs incurred by those governments, or
EPA. consults with-those governments. If
EPA compliés by consultmg Executive

- Order 12875 requires EPA to provide to
_the Office of Management and Budgeta

description'df the'extent of EPA’s prior

‘ consultatlon with representatives of

affected State, local and tribal
governments‘ the nature of their

from the ggyernments, and a statement.
supporting the neéd to-issue the ™

. ' regulation. In addition, Executive Order
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12875 requires EPA to develop an
effective process permitting elected
officials and other representatives of
State, local and tribal governments “‘to
provide meaningful and timely input in
the development of regulatory proposals
containing significant unfunded
mandates.”

This rule does not create a mandate
on State, local or tribal governments.
The rule does not impose any
enforceable duties on these entities.
Accordingly, the requirements of
section 1(a) of Executive Order 12875 do
not apply to this rule.

On August 4, 1999, President Clinton
issued a new executive order on
federalism, Executive Order 13132, (64
FR 43255 (August 10, 1999),) which will
take effect on November 2, 1999. In the
interim, the current Executive Order
12612 (52 FR 41685 (October 30, 1987),)
on federalism still applies. This rule
will not have a substantial direct effect
on States, on the relationship between
the national government and the States,
or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government, as specified in
Executive Order 12612. This rule will
not result in the imposition of any
additional requirements on any State,
local governments or other political
subdivisions within any State.

. Accordingly, the requirements of
section 6{(c) of Executive Order 12612 do
~ not apply to this rule.

XIII. Execuii er

What Is Executive Order 13084 and Is It
Applicable to This Final Rule?

Under Executive Order 13084, EPA
may not issue a regulation that is not
required by statute, that significantly or
uniquely affects the communities of
Indian tribal governments, and that
imposes substantial direct compliance
costs on those communities, unless the
Federal government provides the funds
necessary to pay the direct compliance
costs incurred by the tribal
governments, or EPA consults with
those governments. If EPA complies by
consulting, Executive Order 13084
requires EPA to provide to the Office of
Management and Budget, in a separately
identified section of the preamble to the
rule, a description of the extent of EPA’s
prior consultation with representatives
of affected tribal governments, a
summary of the nature of their concerns,
and a statement supporting the need to
issue the regulation. In addition,
Executive Order 13084 requires EPA to
develop an effective process permitting
elected officials and other
representatives of Indian tribal
governments “'to provide meaningful
and timely input in the development of
regulatory policies on matters that
significantly or uniquely affect their
communities.”

This rule does not significantly or
uniquely affect the communities of

Indian tribal governments because it
does not significantly or uniquely affect
their.communities. Accordingly, the
requirements of section 3(b) of
Executive Order 13084 do not apply to
this rule.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300

Environmental protection, Air
pollution control, Chemicals, Hazardous
substances, hazardous waste,
Intergovernmental relations, Natural
resources, Oil pollution, penalties,
Reporting and record keeping
requirements, Superfund, Water
pollution control, Water supply.

Dated: September 10, 1999.

Timothy Fields, Jr.,
Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste
and Emergency Response.

40 CFR part 300 is amended as
follows:

PART 300—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 300
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1321(c)(2); 42 U.S.C.
9601-9657; E.O. 12777, 56 FR 54757, 3 CFR,

1991 Comp., p. 351; E.O. 12580; 52 FR 2923,
3 CFR, 1987 Comp p. 193.

2. Table 1 of Appendix B to Part 300
is amended by adding the following site
in alphabetical order to read as follows:

Appendix B to Part 300—National
Priorities List

TABLE 1.—GENERAL SUPERFUND SECTION

State Site name City/county Notes(a)
* * * * * * *
MO ... POOIS Praili© ....ccceereeccrceerirrerreereesrserssstreeses e resnss e samerssseasanessassnesssssnssamsrsnensees Neosho.
* - * * %* * * *

(a) A=Based on issuance of health advisory by Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (|f scored, HRS score need not be <28.50).

C=Sites on Construction Completion list.

S=S8tate top priority (included among the 100 top priority sites regardless of score).

P=Sites with partial deletion(s).

[FR Doc. 99-24166 Filed 9-16-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 63
[IB Docket No. 95-118, FCC 96-79]

‘Streamlining the International Section
214 Authorization Process and Tariff
Requirements

] ‘AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission. -

ACTION: Final rules; announcement of
effective date.

SUMMARY: This document announces the
effective date of rules governing the
international Section 214 authorization
process and tariff requirements. The
amended rules lowered the barriers to
entry, which will encourage more
applicants to enter the international
market. The amended rules contained
new information collection

. requirements and were subject to review

and approval by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). Due to
an administrative error, two rules were
not included in the Commission’s

submission to OMB. Subsequently, the
Commission sought approval for the
information collection requirements
contained in these rule sections. OMB
approved the information collection on
August 17, 1999. This document
announces that Sections 63.19 and
63.53 (c) are now effective.

EFFECTIVE DATES: Sections 63.19 and
63.53 (c) published at 61 FR 15724
(April 9, 1996) became effective on
August 17, 1999.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Peggy Reitzrel, Policy and Facilities

Branch, Telecommunications Division,
International Bureau, (202) 418-1470.




